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The manipulation of many thousands of finds, mainly pottery fragments, during 
any excavation inevitably will lead to a certain loss of data. This may happen 
already in the field, in the finds laboratory or in the long process of bringing finds 
and findings into publication. The excavations of the University of Hamburg below 
the crossroads of Decumanus Maximus and Cardo X between 1986 and 1995 form 
no exception to this rule. These excavations had been directed in the field by the 
late Hans Georg Niemeyer (cf. Docter 2009) and were published in a final two-
volumed version of no less than 870 pages by a large international team of 
collaborators in 2007 (Niemeyer et al. 2007; see also Niemeyer, Docter, Schmidt 
2009). 
The two relatively large profiles of imported transport amphorae presented here 
(Cat. 1-2) stem from contexts excavated during the 1988 campaign. The first one 
had already been illustrated with a photograph in an exhibition catalogue 
(Niemeyer, Rindelaub, Schmidt 1996, 49, no. 6; Cat. 1) and was presented on 
several conferences thereafter. The second one (Cat. 2) was presented in a 
conference in Amsterdam in 1992, but never made it into the publication (cf. 
Briese, Docter, Mansel 1996). The chronological division used for the transport 
amphorae within the study and final publication of the Hamburg University 
excavations overlapped in the decades around 500 BCE. This caused some moving 
of individual pieces and sometimes whole classes from one author to the other 
(Docter 2007d and Bechtold 2007d). By accident, the two amphorae discussed here 
were overseen in the process and, hence, never came to be included in the final 
publication. Given their rarity in Carthage, however, the two amphorae deserve a 
full presentation of their own. 
 
Cat. 1: KA88/122-7 + KA88/167-44: 8 joining fragments forming the upper part 
with handle of a Plain Ware amphora.1 Hard fired very pale brown (10YR8/3) clay 
with few lime and shining micacious (?) particles (0.1-0.2mm), few large iron 
oxide particles and chamotte (0.5-2.0mm); surface very pale brown (10YR8/4). 
Preserved H 18.0; diam. rim 11.0 (Figs. 1-3, 5j). 
Published: Niemeyer, Rindelaub, Schmidt 1996, 49, no. 6; Docter et al. 2008, 393, 
cat. 21; Bechtold, Docter 2010, 102, tab. 4.2 
                                                 
1
 As is clear from Fig. 1, the amphora only broke into pieces after excavation during transport. 
2
 In the latter publication it had tentatively been dated to the Early Punic II period, 675-530 BCE. 
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On the basis of the clay properties, the amphora had tentatively been attributed to 
Cyprus. In the meantime this attribution was confirmed by F.J. Núñez Calvo 
(Zaragoza), who saw a fragment of the amphora during a Phoenician pottery 
conference organized in Malta in January 2007 (cf. Docter et al. 2008, 393, cat. 
21). Morphologically, many comparisons for Cat. 1 may be found in published 
graves from Cyprus, mainly at Phoenician Kition (Tab. 1).3 The dates range from 
the 7th century to the first quarter of the 5th century BCE, if one excludes the one 
from Palaepaphos-Skales that clearly belongs to another chronological horizon 
(Tab. 1A.13). Cypriote transport amphorae may well be connected with the wine 
trade. Ceramic finds from Cyprus have been published from Carthaginian 
settlement excavations, but always in layers dating to the Early Punic period or in 
association with finds from that period.4 Although such a date is not to be excluded 
for Cat. 1, a later date – second half of the 6th and first quarter of the 5th century 
BCE – is equally possible and would be more in line with the stratigraphical date 
of the context (see below). 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 1.  Cypriote amphora Cat. 1 in situ (20th November 1988; photo RFD). 
                                                 
3
 Tab. 1 is based upon Docter 1997, § V.6.1, table 12 (‘Cypro-Phoenician’ prototypes of the form CdE 1 
in Plain Ware). To these one may perhaps also add an amphora salvaged off the coast of Caesarea 
(Israel), for which a date in the 7th or 6th century BCE has been tentatively proposed, see Zemer 1977, 
21-24, pls. 6, VI, no. 17. It measures 48cm in height and held 16.09 liters (measured by RFD; Docter 
1997, table 11.52, where it had been listed with the Levantine prototypes of the form CdE 1 in Plain 
Ware); Zemer lists its capacity as 18.7 liters. 
4
 R.F. Docter, B. Maraoui Telmini, in: Docter, Chelbi, Maraoui Telmini 2003, 54, 66, n. 35 with 
references; Docter et al. 2008, 393, cat. 21. 
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Fig. 2.  Cypriote amphora Cat. 1 (drawing RFD, digitised by Joris Angenon, Ghent). 
 
 
Fig. 3.  Cypriote amphora Cat. 1 (photo Michiel Bootsman, Amsterdam). 
 
 
The context of Cat. 1 
Seven of the eight fragments of Cat. 1 were found in context KA88/122, which 
together with context KA88/168 constituted the fill (“Füllschicht”) within room A-
north of House 1-north.5 It contained a fair number of sometimes relatively large 
pottery fragments (311: cf. Docter 2007a, 54, no. 113; here Fig. 1, Tab. 2). It has 
been dated stratigraphically to Stratum Va1, so to c. 550-480 BCE, corresponding 
to the Transitional Early Punic / Middle Punic period within the scheme in use by 
teams working on the Bir Messaouda / Bir Massouda terrain since 2000. 
                                                 
5
 Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 119, 121, fig. 39, BN 8; here Fig. 1. Their stratigraphical positions 
are: x13.2 – 14.0; y8.9 – 10.4, H 5.20 – 5.45, and x13.2 – 14.0; y10.2 – 10.6, H 5.60 – 5.80, respectively. 
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No Place Height Liter Date 
(BCE) 
Publication 
 12.A: Cypriote (‘Cypro-Phoenician’) amphorae with rounded base 
1 Salamis 
Grave above 
T.9 
53.0 21.28 600-475 Karageorghis 1970, 13, pls. 49, 58, 205 
2 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.11?6 
29.0  700-600 Myres 1897, 156, 160, fig. 13,2; Myres, 
Ohnefalsch-Richter 1899, 91, 178, cat. 
2008; Birmingham 1963, 30-31; Bikai 
1987, 44 
3 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.17 
  700-500 Myres 1897, 160-161, fig. 13,2; 
Birmingham 1963, 30 
4 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.25 
33.0  700-600 Myres 1897, 156; Myres, Ohnefalsch-
Richter 1899, 91, 178, cat. 2019; 
Birmingham 1963, 30-31 
5 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.26 
  700-600 Myres 1897, 156 
6 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.27 
24.0   Myres 1897, 154, 162; Myres, 
Ohnefalsch-Richter 1899, 91, cat. 2010; 
Bikai 1987, 44 
7 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.37 
(disturbed) 
41.0   Myres 1897, 154-156; Myres. 
Ohnefalsch-Richter 1899, 91, cat. 2007; 
Bikai 1987, 44 
8 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.42 
  700-600 Myres 1897, 161 
9 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.567 
  700-600 Myres 1897, 158; Birmingham 1963, 30-
31 
10 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.34 (1966) 
30.0   Karageorghis 1967, 292-293, fig. 42; 
Chapman 1972, 163; Bikai 1987, 44, cat. 
581 
                                                 
6
 The description of the tomb inventory only mentions an amphora of Myres’ ‘Type 3’, Myres 1897, 156, 
cf. 160, fig. 13. 
7
 According to J.L. Myres, the assemblage of chamber tomb Tourabi-Tekke 56 consisted, besides the 
present Plain Ware amphora, of four Bichrome Ware amphorae (cf. Docter 1997, tab. 15.A.2-5; see 
Docter forthcoming 2) and four amphorae of Class Levantine 3 (= Sagona 1982, 102, Type 7, No. 103). 
They stood together in the left corner next to a table with “earthenware utensils which we may regard as 
part of the furniture of a Graeco-Phoenician dinner-table”, Myres 1897, 158. The plan of the tomb, 
however, only shows five amphorae in the corner (Myres 1897, 157, fig. 10). 
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No Place Height Liter Date 
(BCE) 
Publication 
11 Kition Tuzla 
T.13 
   Nicolaou 1976, 172; Bikai 1987, 44, cat. 
569 
12 Kition Tuzla 
T.40 
34.5  600-475 Nicolaou 1976, 173, 256, pl. 30,6; Bikai 
1987, 44, cat. 571 
13 Palaepaphos
-Skales 
T.588 
49.5 18.66 1050 - 
1000 
Karageorghis 1983, 113, 353, fig. 114,9, 
pl. 83,9; Bikai 1983, 396; Bikai 1987, 45, 
pl. 22,597 
 12.B:  Cypriote (‘Cypro-Phoenician’) Plain White V Ware amphorae, flat base 
1 Kition Tuzla 
T.40 
29.0  600-475 Nicolaou 1976, 173, 256, pl. 30,2; Bikai 
1978, 54-55; Bikai 1987, 44, cat. 572 
2 Kition 
Perivolia 
T.4 
24.5  600-475 Nicolaou 1976, 173, 181, 211, 256, n. 91, 
pl. 30,4; Bikai 1978, 54-55; Bikai 1987, 
44, cat. 573 
3 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.12 
28.0  700-600 Myres 1897, 156, 160, fig. 13,2; Myres, 
Ohnefalsch-Richter 1899, 91, cat. 2009; 
Birmingham 1963, 30-31; Bikai 1987, 44 
4 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.30/39 
(1963) 
25.8   Bikai 1987, 44, cat. 580 
5 Kition 
Tourabi 
T.38 (1967) 
  850-475 Karageorghis 1968, 283, fig. 47; Bikai 
1987, 44, cat. 583 
 
Tab. 1.  Cypriote (‘Cypro-Phoenician’) prototypes for the form CdE 1 in Plain Ware. 
 
 
Interestingly, not only Cat. 1, but also other vessel fragments in the fill joined with 
fragments stemming from the layer above (see Fig. 5a, d, g), suggesting that there 
may have occurred some contamination in the process of excavation.9 That layer, 
Stratum VIa1, consisting of contexts KA88/24, 25, 26, 27, 116, and 167, has 
tentatively been considered as the dump of votive material from the Tanit I 
sanctuary on the site, farther to the south-east (see below).10 The filling, composed 
of contexts KA88/122 and KA88/168, contained the following material (Tab. 2):11 
                                                 
8
 The amphora was found closed with an unfired clay stopper. Karageorghis (1983, 353) interpreted the 
amphora as a ‘Canaanite’ amphora. 
9
 This is never to be excluded when working with workmen of different experience. 
10
 Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 128-129, fig. 42, BN [10-]11; Docter 2007a, 56-57, no. 138b. 
11
 The reconstruction of all homogeneous Punic contexts of the Hamburg excavations is currently being 
prepared for publication. The analysis of the present fill is an example of the procedure and may show the 
potential of such re-contextualisations, cf. Docter et al. 2005, 559-560. 
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No. Shape + feature Ware Remarks Date Publication 
1. Transport and Storage12 
1 Rim fragment of 
pithos? 
Plain discarded  Unpublished 
2 Rim fragments of 
amphora of subclass 
Carthage 1A4 
Plain joining 
fragment in 
Stratum VIa1 
second half 
of the 6th 
and the 5th 
century BCE 
Docter 1997, § 
VIII.1.2.5, tab. 59.6, fig. 
364; Docter 2007d, 627-
628, fig. 342, cat. 5340, 
with wrong indication of 
layer (Fig. 5g) 
5 Rim fragments of local 
amphorae Carthage 1 
Plain  8th – 5th 
century BCE 
Unpublished 
1 Rim fragment of local 
amphora Carthage 1 
Plain Water-rolled; 
discarded 
8th – 5th 
century BCE 
Unpublished 
35 Wall fragments of 
local amphorae13 
Plain discarded  Unpublished 
8 Upper part of Cypriote 
amphora 
Plain joining 
fragment in 
Stratum VIa1 
550-475 
BCE 
See here Cat. 1 (Figs. 1-
3, 5j) 
8 Wall, base and 
shoulder-handle 
fragments of a 
Corinthian A amphora 
Plain 6 wall 
fragments 
discarded 
7th - 6th 
century BCE 
Docter 1997, § XI.1, figs. 
457-458; Docter 2007d, 
654-655, fig. 357, cat. 
5467-5468 (Fig. 5h-i) 
3  Rim fragments of one-
handled ovoid jugs or 
urns type Tanit I-II, 
Class E; Briese jug 1 
Bichrome 2 joining 725-480 
BCE 
Briese 2007, 312-316, 
fig. 138, cat. 1789-1790 
(Fig. 5a-b) 
1 Wall fragment of one-
handled ovoid jug or 
urn type Tanit I-II, 
Class E; Briese jug 1 
Plain  725-480 
BCE 
Briese 2007, 312-318, 
cat. 1830 
1 Rim fragment of one-
handled ovoid jugs or 
urns type Tanit I-II, 
Class E; Briese jug 1? 
Bichrome / 
Painted 
 725-480 
BCE 
Unpublished; as Fig. 5a-
b 
1 Base fragment of 
Levantine (?) closed 
vessel 
Plain   Unpublished 
8 Wall fragments of 
Levantine (?) closed 
vessels 
Plain discarded  Unpublished 
5 Wall fragments closed 
vessels 
Bichrome / 
Painted 
discarded  Unpublished 
1 Wall fragment of 
closed vessel 
Plain calcareous residue 
on inside; discarded 
 Unpublished 
                                                 
12
 The functional labels more or less follow those of L. Campanella’s catalogue (2008, 98-235). 
13
 The finds list of KA88/122 gave the round number of 40 wall fragments for amphorae and closed 
vessels. This number has tentatively been divided in the present list over two entries: amphorae (20) and 
closed vessels (20), on the basis of comparable divisions elsewhere in Carthage. Similarly, the finds list 
of KA88/168 mentioned 20 wall fragments amphorae / cooking pots and 10 wall fragments amphorae / 
closed vessels. These have also been divided and added to the totals in the present list. It seems that Karin 
Mansel, who was responsible for the finds laboratory in 1988, used estimated countings for the larger 
numbers of wall fragments to be discarded. 
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No. Shape + feature Ware Remarks Date Publication 
50 Wall fragments of 
closed vessels 
Smoothed 
Plain 
discarded before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
1 Carinated shoulder 
fragment of amphora 
Smoothed 
Plain 
discarded before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
1 Wall fragment of 
closed vessel (?) 
Hand-
made 
  Unpublished 
2. Food preparation (before cooking) 
1 Rim fragment of basin 
with horizontal rim 
Plain  5th – early 4th 
century BCE 
Bechtold 2007a, 390 
1 Rim fragment of basin 
with thickened rim of 
Vegas Form 48.1, 
Bechtold subtype A 
Plain  7th - 5th 
century BCE 
Bechtold 2007a, 387-388 
3. Cooking 
2 Rim fragments of 
cooking pots with 
eggshaped rims 
Bechtold subtype F 
Plain  6th – middle 
of the 4th 
century BCE 
Bechtold 2007a, 406-408 
3 Rim fragments of 
cooking pots with 
horizontally protruding 
rims, Bechtold subtype 
A 
Plain  6th – 5th 
century BCE 
Bechtold 2007a, 409-410 
10 Wall and base 
fragments of cooking 
pots 
Plain Partly 
blackened; 
discarded 
8th – 5th 
century BCE 
Unpublished 
70 Wall fragments of 
cooking pots 
Plain Partly 
blackened; 
discarded 
8th – 5th 
century BCE 
Unpublished 
1 Rim fragment of 
cooking stand of 
Vegas Form 85.1 
Plain  8th – 5th 
century BCE 
Bechtold 2007b, 450 
1 Wall fragment of 
tabouna 
Hand-
made 
discarded 8th – 5th 
century BCE 
Unpublished; cf. 
Bechtold 2007b, 448-450 
4. Serving and consumption 
4A. Food serving and consumption 
1 Full profile of plate of 
Peserico type P2 
Red 
Painted 
 late 6th – 
early 5th 
century BCE 
Niemeyer, Rindelaub, 
Schmidt 1996, 54, no. 
32; Peserico 1998, 29, 
35, 37, figs. 2, 10-11 
(P2); Botto 2001, 160, 
168, figs. 1, 3 (P2); 
Peserico 2002, pl. 4 (b1); 
Peserico 2007, 275-276, 
fig. 109, cat. 1611, 
colour plate 36; Bechtold 
2007, 355-357, fig. 172, 
cat. 2105; Bechtold 
2010, 12-14, fig. 7,3 
(Fig. 5e)14 
                                                 
14
 The latter publication has an updated comment on this class and its chrono-typological distribution 
within the stratigraphies of Carthage. 
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No. Shape + feature Ware Remarks Date Publication 
1 Lower body of 
mushroom jug 
Plain (?) joining with 
fragment in 
Stratum VIa1 
7th – first 
half of 6th 
century BCE 
Briese 2007, 307-308, 
fig. 134, cat. 1719 (Fig. 
5c) 
3 Rim fragments of 
plates 
Red Slip   Unpublished 
1 Rim fragment of plate Smoothed 
Plain 
 before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
1 Rim fragment of plate Plain   Unpublished 
4B. Drinking (serving and consumption) 
1 Rim fragment of large 
jug Bechtold subtype 
C15 
Plain joining 
fragment in 
Stratum VIa1 
late 7th - first 
quarter of the 
6th century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007a, 364-
365, fig. 179, cat. 2147 
(Fig. 5d) 
1 Rounded handle 
fragment of jug 
Plain discarded  Unpublished 
1 Shoulder fragment of 
jug 
Smoothed 
Plain 
discarded before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
3 Shoulder fragments 
with handle roots of 
jugs 
Smoothed 
Plain 
 before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
1 Handle fragment of 
jug 
Smoothed 
Plain 
discarded before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
2 Shoulder fragments of 
jugs, one with handle 
root 
Bichrome / 
Painted 
  Unpublished 
1 Rim fragment of deep 
bowl of Peserico type 
CsC1 
Red Slip  750-550 
BCE 
Peserico 2007, 278 
1 Rim fragment of deep 
bowl of Peserico type 
CsC2 
Bichrome  Middle of the 
7th – 6th 
century BCE 
Peserico 2007, 302 
1 Handle fragment of 
Punic skyphos 
Red 
Painted 
 7th and first 
half of the 
6th centuries 
BCE16 
Briese, Docter 1995, 48; 
Briese, Docter 2002, 189, 
210, cat. 112; Peserico 
2007, 294-295 
4C. Undistinguishable (eating / drinking) 
1 Wall fragment of 
Etruscan closed vessel 
Bucchero  7th or 6th 
century BCE 
Von Hase 1992, 332, n. 
15; Docter 2007b, 480, 
cat. 4244 
1 Base fragment of 
closed vessel 
Plain   Unpublished 
25 Wall fragments of 
closed vessels 
Plain discarded  Unpublished 
34 Wall fragments of 
closed vessels 
Smoothed 
Plain 
discarded before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
7 Base fragments of 
closed vessels 
Smoothed 
Plain 
6 discarded before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
                                                 
15
 The best comparison can be found among the pottery dump from the industrial quarter below Cardo IX, 
dating to the late 7th - first quarter of the 6th century BCE (Vegas 1990, 44-45, fig. 3,46). The more 
recent versions of jugs with vertical rim seem to be represented by Vegas F.28, characterised by internal 
rim profiles of clearly convex shape, Vegas 1999, 163-164, fig. 62. 
16
 On the dating see Docter forthcoming 1. 
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No. Shape + feature Ware Remarks Date Publication 
1 Wall fragment of 
closed vessel 
Red Slip discarded  Unpublished 
5. Lighting 
1 Rim fragment of a 
Punic lamp 
 from Motya 7th or 6th 
century BCE 
Docter 2007c, 590-591, 
fig. 316, cat. 4709 (Fig. 
5f) 
1 Base fragment of 
lamp? 
Smoothed 
Plain 
discarded before 425 
BCE 
Unpublished 
6. Industrial and domestic artisanal activities 
1 Amorphous bronze 
lump 
   Mansel 2007, 812, cat. 
6560 
7. Architectural 
1 Wall fragment of gray 
plaster 
   Unpublished, but cf. 
Schmidt 2007a, 257, cat. 
1103-1104 
8. Organic 
3 Fragments of bones    Van Wijngaarden-
Bakker, Van Neer 2007 
? Charcoal    Unpublished 
 
Tab. 2.  Contents of the fill in room A-north Stratum Va1 (KA88/122 and KA88/168). 
 
There are several ways of quantifying the contents of archaeological contexts, 
some more useful than others.17 In the case of the Hamburg excavation, however, 
one has to deal with the information recorded at the time of excavation, excluding 
weights and ‘Estimated Vessel Equivalents’ as possibilities. Only sherd counts 
have been registered and can be used for evaluating and comparing the contexts. It 
has been tried to convert the fairly detailed information kept in the finds record and 
the publication to a minimum number of artefacts (MNA). The resulting estimates 
are not only based upon rims or rims plus handles, as is sometimes done, but rather 
upon a balanced evaluation of all features in combination with fabric and surface 
treatment, etc. 
 
Functional category (artefacts only) MNA % 
1. Transport and storage 18 37.4 
2. Food preparation (before cooking)   2   4.2 
3. Cooking   7 14.6 
4. Serving and consumption: Total (A-C) 17 35.4 
          4A. Food serving and consumption 7 14.6 
          4B. Drinking (serving and consumption) 9 18.7 
          4C. Undistinguishable (eating / drinking) 1 2.1 
5. Lighting   2   4.2 
6. Industrial and domestic artisanal activities   1   2.1 
7. Architectural   1   2.1 
 
Tab. 3.  Fill in room A-north Stratum Va1 (KA88/122 and KA88/168) divided by function. 
                                                 
17
 Orton, Tyres, Vince 1993, 168-173. They advocate the use of ‘EVES’, Estimated Vessel Equivalents, 
that is to say an estimation of a preservation percentage of a vessel, as a way of quantification. For a 
discussion of quantifications in a Mediterranean context comparable to Carthage, see Warner Slane 2003. 
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Fig. 4.  ‘Media ponderata’ of fill KA88/122 + KA 88/168 belonging to Stratum Va1 (widest 
possible typological date ranges have been taken into account). 
 
Stratum Va1 has been dated to the period 550-480 BCE (Docter, Niemeyer, 
Schmidt 2007a, 56, fig. 8). All but three diagnostic fragments in the fill are 
typologically within this date range (Tab. 2). Only three fragments fall (just) 
before the time span 550-480 BCE and, thus, seem to be residual in the fill: a 
handle fragment of a Punic Red Painted skyphos, dating to c. 700-550 BCE, a rim 
fragment of a Red Slip deep bowl of Peserico type CsC1, dating to c. 750-550 
BCE, and a wall fragment of a Plain (?) mushroom jug, dating to c. 700-550 
BCE.18 The ‘media ponderata’ representation of the fill (Fig. 4) clearly highlights 
the formation date of the context (c. 550-480 BCE) as well as a preferential date of 
the residual material (c. 630-550 BCE).19 
The different functions in the fill, expressed in their respective MNA 
proportions (Tab. 3), are not unlike those encountered in two other, albeit earlier 
household deposits from the Hamburg excavations.20 It is safe to assume that in 
this case we are also dealing with the makeup of a typical Carthaginian household, 
with functions such as storage, drinking, food preparation and consumption 
predominating. Half of the transport and storage vessels belonged to large 
commercial transport amphorae. Their numbers within the deposit are not high  
                                                 
18
 It is also possible that the water-rolled, i.e. heavily abraded rim fragment of a local amphora (Tab. 2,1) 
is residual. 
19
 The graphic representation (‘media ponderata’) is based upon the work of N. Terrenato and G. Ricci: 
Terrenato, Ricci 1998; see also Van de Weghe et al. 2007. 
20
 Level IVa, 675-645 BCE: Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007b, 189, 192, fig. 74. There, the proportions 
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a    b  
 
c           d   
 
e       f  
g h   i 
 
           j 
Fig. 5.  Selection of finds from filling Stratum Va1 in Room A-north of House 1-north: a-i from 
Niemeyer et al. 2007: a. KA88/122-9 + KA88/167-37; b. KA 88/122-38; c. KA88/168-7; d. 
KA88/25-7 + KA88/122-1, 11; e. KA88/122-5; f. KA88/122-15; g. KA88/122-3 + KA88/116-2 
+ KA88/167-34; h. KA88/122-2; i. KA88/122-6; j. KA88/122-7 + KA88/167-44 (Cat. 1). 
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(MNA = 9), but still constitute with 18.7% of the assemblage relatively high 
proportions for the period (cf. Bechtold 2010, 6-7, table 1). Of these transport 
amphorae 7 are of local fabric (88%) and 2 imported (22%). This division, 
although based upon the statistically low number of 9 items (MNA), tallies 
remarkably well with the general pattern established for contexts of the transitional 
Early Punic/Middle Punic and the Middle Punic I period (c. 530-430 BCE; 
Bechtold 2008a, 40). 
Encountering such a deposit within the city is quite remarkable in the light of the 
scarcity of such household assemblages for the period between 550 and 480 BCE. 
Only 2.1% of the Punic contexts excavated by Hamburg University could be 
assigned to Phase V (c. 550-480 BCE; Docter 2005, 270). In the German 
Archaeological Institute excavations, no archaeological contexts dating to the 
second half of the 6th century BCE were found (or rather, have been published), 
but a context of the first half of the 5th century BCE from the Magon quarter 
contains some residual pottery of the 6th century BCE (Docter 2005, 272, n. 10; 
Docter 2007a, 54, context 120). A recent inventory of all published settlement 
contexts in Carthage gives no trace of contexts indisputably from the second half 
of the 6th century BCE, and only eight out of 315 Punic contexts (2.5%) date to the 
first half of the 5th century BCE (Docter 2007a, 40-42, figs. 3-4). In the 2000-2001 
Universiteit van Amsterdam excavations at Carthage, only four contexts out of 140 
Punic ones (2.9%) could be assigned a general date in the second half of the 6th 
century BCE (Docter 2005, 275). If one considers the quantitative composition of 
these contexts in comparison with the Early Punic ones, one gets the impression 
that during the Early Punic period, household refuse was used as filling and 
levelling material in the preparation of new floors and to elevate the street levels 
with every generation (Docter 2005, 274). From the middle of the 6th century BCE 
onwards, the deposits in the streets and the levelling layers within the houses 
consistently become thinner, containing less artefacts (cf. Bechtold 2010, 6-7, table 
1), which implies that from that moment the city of Carthage established some sort 
of garbage collection system for its household waste.21 At the same time, human 
and animal faeces may have been collected to be used as manure in the horticulture 
of Carthage’s immediate hinterland in a manner similar to the koprologoi of the 
Greek world (Docter 2005; Docter et al. 2006, 67). 
In view of the fact that some large profiles were encountered in the fill (Figs. 2, 
3, 5e, j) as well as many non-joining fragments from one vessel (Fig. 5h-i), it is 
not improbable that the two contexts excavated in room A-north are partly the 
remains of a primary destruction level, reworked and replaced probably only once. 
The extremely low number of hand collected animal bone fragments (2) is also 
                                                 
21
 Docter 2005; Docter et al. 2006, 66-67. More archaeological research is needed to establish the areas 
where the Carthaginians dumped their city’s garbage from the second half of the 6th century BCE 
onwards. 
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telling. Other waste deposits, used as fillings in the habitation areas of Carthage, 
mostly of Early Punic date, always contained high levels of animal bones.22 
Is there a way to tell where this (reworked destruction) deposit came from? At 
first sight, the gray wall plaster fragment registered in the fill would seem to offer a 
clue (Tab. 2,7). Examples of this very early, gray hydraulic wall plaster viz. floor 
mortar have been found in situ in the Tanit Sanctuary in room E, both in building 
phases Va2 (c. 480 BCE) and VIa2 (c. 425 BCE).23 The occurrence as demolition 
fragments in the Hamburg excavations is limited to the fill between the two floors 
of the Tanit sanctuary and to a fill in room A-north, just on top of the fill discussed 
here. In both rooms they have been found in Stratum VIa1 (c. 480-425 BCE) and, 
hence, may testify to the destruction of the walls of the first Tanit sanctuary 
(Schmidt 2007a, 257, cat. 1103-1105, colour pl. 30,1105). In fact, this had been 
one of the arguments to suggest that the renovation of house 1-north in building 
phase VI (c. 425 BCE) included debris from the first Tanit sanctuary in house 1-
south; this is strengthened by votive material of the sanctuary’s first use period (c. 
480-425 BCE) found in Stratum VIa1 in room A-north. The fact, however, that this 
gray wall plaster fragment would constitute the sole and first attestation of the 
technique before 480 BCE, should call for caution. In view of joins between vessel 
fragments from the Va1-fill and the layer above (Stratum VIa1, see above and Cat. 
1, Fig. 5a, d, g), which suggest some contamination in the process of excavation, 
one would rather be inclined to see also this plaster fragment as intrusive from 
Stratum VIa1. The answer to the above question is therefore negative. 
 
 
Fish amphorae from the Iberian Peninsula and their hypothetical Sicilian 
successors in the light of recent archaeological data 
 
Cat. 2: KA88/63-19: 7 fragments of Plain Ware amphora of Ramon T-11.2.1.3 
forming the upper part and a large part of lower body (Figs. 6, 10b). Hard fired 
light red (2.5YR6/6) clay with gray core; some medium-sized quartz, chamotte and 
schist (0.2-0.5mm), few very fine shining particles (mica? 0.1mm); surface reddish 
yellow (7.5YR7/6). Reconstructed H 87.1; diam. rim 12.4. 
Unpublished. 
 
The large fragments may be reconstructed to an amphora of Ramon T-11.2.1.3, 
destined to carry salted fish (mainly tuna).24 They were produced in the area of the 
Straits of Gibraltar between the late 6th and the end of the 5th century BCE.25 
                                                 
22
 Van Wijngaarden-Bakker, Van Neer 2007; Slopsma, van Wijngaarden-Bakker, Maliepaard 2009. The 
charcoal registered in the finds lists may perhaps also hint at a destruction level. 
23
 Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 116-119, fig. 36a-b, BF 15, 18; 123-127, figs. 40, 41, BF 1, pls. 17-
18, 20, 30,1105, colour pl. 32d-g, Beilage 8. 
24
 Ramon 1995, 235-236, 563-565, figs. 200-202 (but never with a base as rounded as Cat. 2). For an in-
depth discussion of the literary and archaeological evidence of fish processing activities in the area of the 
Straits of Gibraltar, see Campanella, Niveau de Villedary y Mariňas 2005, esp. 55. 
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These amphorae are not unknown in Carthage, although their numbers are 
incomparably lower than those of the preceding class CdE 1 (‘Círculo / Circuito 
del Estrecho’).26 To date, only six rim fragments have been published. In 1987, M. 
Vegas published a rim fragment from the stratigraphical excavations in the Punic 
‘Seetor-Straße’. It was found in Layer 22, which may be dated in the relative 
chronological sequence to the middle of the 5th century BCE, containing some 
residuals as well.27 The topographical deep sounding II in the Rue Septime Sévère 
yielded another rim fragment of this type, which was published without illustration 
(Vegas 1989, 258). The level in which it was found is dated to c. 400 BCE. The 
Magon Quarter yielded two rim fragments from 5th century BCE levels.28 A 
similar date may be given to a rim fragment from the Rue Ibn Chabâat excavations 
(Vegas 1999, 205-206, fig. 115,4; Bechtold 2008a, 11, 125, fig. 5,51, tab. 6). A last 
fragment came as a residual piece from a modern context in the excavations of the 
Universiteit van Amsterdam on the Bir Messaouda site (Bechtold 2008a, 83-85, 
cat. 16, fig. 19,16). 
The distribution map that Ramon published in 1995 (651, fig. 285, map 116) 
already evidenced the extremely wide-spread distribution of the class. It has not 
only been documented in the area of its main production, Andalusia, and along the 
coasts of the Iberian peninsula, but also in western North Africa (Les Andalouses), 
Sardinia (Sulcis), Sicily (Camarina, Monte Saraceno, Motya, Aeolian islands), in 
the Tyrrhenian area (Ischia, Pyrgi), in the Ionian-Adriatic region (Kaulonia) and on 
the Greek mainland (Olympia and Corinth). Recent discoveries of Ramon T-
11.2.1.3 amphorae may be added to this distribution map, without changing the 
general picture: Iol (settlement),29 Pantelleria (survey),30 Entella (settlement),31 
Solunto (settlement),32 Himera (necropolis),33 Motya (settlement),34 Velia 
(settlement),35 as well as Athens (settlement).36 
 
                                                                                                                                                             
25
 See recently Campanella, Niveau de Villedary y Mariňas 2005, 51-52. 
26
 Docter 1997, § VI.1; Docter 1999; Docter 2007d, 617-619, 646-651, figs. 335-338, 352-355. 
27
 Vegas 1987, 377, 399, fig. 9,171; Vegas 1999, 205-206, fig. 115,1. In the latter publication, the 
chronology of the context changed – without further comments – to the second half of the 5th century 
BCE. 
28
 Vegas 1999, 110, 111, 205-206, figs. 11a,8, 115,2-3; Bechtold 2008a, 11, 125-126, fig. 5,50, 53, tab. 6 
(mis-typed as “T-12.2.1.6” instead of T-11.2.1.6). 
29
 Bechtold forthcoming 3, tab. 1. 
30
 Bechtold 2013, 426, tab. 7; 465, cat. 35. 
31
 Corretti, Capelli 2003, 305, n. 95-96, pl. LIX,66. 
32
 Alaimo, Montana, Iliopoulos 2003, 5. 
33
 Vasallo 1999, 372, in addition to at least five more unedited items, which will be studied within the 
framework of the FWF project mentioned below in the acknowledgements. 
34
 Nigro 2011, 205-206, pl. XXVI, MF.06.1257/11 (residual within a second half of the 4th century BCE 
context), here classified as a local product; 334-335, pl. CII, MF.06.1301/3, surface find. 
35
 Gassner 2003, 131, fig. 60,a, from a phase IIa level, dated to the second quarter of the 5th century BCE 
(p. 170). For two more items from Velia, see now Facem – http://facem.at/cde-a-1 and 
http://facem.at/cde-a-2. 
36
 Zimmermann Munn 2003, 213, n. 164. 
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Fig. 6.  Amphora of type Ramon T-11.2.1.3, Cat. 2 (drawing RFD, digitized by Joris Angenon, 
Ghent). 
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The archaeological data from the so-called ‘Punic amphora building’, a 
commercial establishment at Corinth, have given evidence for the presence of at 
least one amphora of Ramon T-11.2.1.3 during the first phase of the building, 
dated to 475-460 BCE (Ramon 1995, 146, 565, fig. 202,446). During the second 
phase (c. 460-430 BCE), amphorae of Ramon T-11.2.1.3 constitute the majority of 
the 40% non-Greek amphorae. This clearly illustrates the importance attributed by 
the Corinthians to the salted fish products from the area of the Straits of 
Gibraltar.37 In fact, most of these amphorae in contexts outside the production area, 
mentioned above, apparently occur in deposits that date to the second half of the 
5th century BCE (Ramon 1995, 283-284). This distribution of amphorae T-
11.2.1.3 suddenly comes to a halt towards the end of the 5th century BCE. As a 
result, the following period has recently been described in the Gaditanian region 
as: “Il IV sec. a.C. è il periodo che, al momento, si configura come il più “oscuro” 
(…) le anfore gaditane (…) non sono più documentate né in Grecia né oltre la 
stretta zona di influenza dello Stretto.”38 
Even if such a negative distribution pattern may probably not be fully correct,39 
it appears sufficiently clear that the intense long-distance travel between the Far 
West and the central and eastern Mediterranean became disrupted towards the late 
5th century BCE. According to Ramon this phenomenon has to be linked to the 
changed political and military situation, especially in Sicily, culminating in the 
destruction of the Greek cities of Himera, Selinunte, Agrigento and Gela between 
409-405 BCE. The increasing influence of Carthage in the Central Mediterranean 
may have contributed heavily to the decline of the industrial activities in the 
Gaditanian area, to the benefit of an unspecified “ … nacimiento de un comercio 
organizado en recipientes púnicos de esta clase desde el Mediterráneo Central …” 
(Ramon 1995, 285). 
 
A rediscussion of this economic-historical and geopolitical question and a 
refinement of Ramon’s statement of almost twenty years ago seems now possible 
in the light of recent research undertaken especially on the provenance and fabric 
studies of Sicilian-Punic amphorae. 
To this end, we have to return to the evidence provided by the second phase of 
the ‘Punic amphora building’ at Corinth, where numerous amphorae of Ramon T-
11.2.1.3, originating either in Atlantic Morocco or in the South of Spain were 
found in association with a second Punic amphora shape, Ramon T-1.4.5.1.40 This 
                                                 
37
 See Ramon 1995, 145-146; Zimmermann Munn 2003, 198-201. 
38
 Campanella, Niveau de Villedary y Mariňas 2005, 52. 
39
 On the basis of the documentation of the successive shape Ramon T-11.2.1.4 (Ramon 1995, 236, 566-
567, figs. 203-204, distribution map at p. 652), to which may now be added Motya (Bechtold 2008a, 65, 
tab. 5, from a destruction level of 397/96 BCE in zone D; Famà, Toti 2000, 469, no. 30, pl. XCI,9) and 
Neapolis in Sardinia (Garau 2007, 36-37, fig. 13,4). 
40
 Ramon 1995, 176-177, 285, 514, fig. 151, for a distribution map see p. 605. See also Zimmermann 
Munn 2003, 201-202: “These jars were probably also used to import preserved fish to Corinth, coming 
most likely on the same ships as the Mañá-Pascual A4s, from a Punic center in the western 
Mediterranean.” 
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type can now effectively be assigned to the production area of Palermo and 
Solunto (Bechtold 2012, 6, 10), and appears to be regularly found on western 
Sicilian sites in deposits of the second half or late 5th century BCE.41 Ramon 
already alluded to the possibility that these Sicilian containers might indicate the 
way of arrival of the South Spanish amphorae (Ramon 1995, 285). The steadily 
increasing evidence of the distribution of the South Spanish vessels in western 
Sicily, not only on the coastal sites, but also in hinterland settlements like Entella, 
seems to corroborate this hypothesis.42 
It is highly significant for the present discussion that the shape of the amphorae 
Ramon T-1.4.5.1 represents the archetype of a North-West Sicilian amphora family 
produced in the area of Palermo - Solunto. From the beginning of the 4th century 
BCE it evolves to amphorae of Ramon T-4.2.2.6, and later, within the last third of 
the 4th century BCE, to amphorae of Ramon-Greco T-4.2.2.7, and finally, towards 
the very late 4th / early 3rd century, to amphorae of Ramon T-7.1.2.1.43 
The distribution pattern of the amphorae that were produced in the territory 
between Palermo and Solunto is progressively and numerically extra-insular in 
character. While Ramon T-1.4.5.1 has only been identified at Corinth,44 the 
successive shape T-4.2.2.6 not only appears at Corinth (Ramon 1995, 146), but 
also at Ampurias and on Ischia (Ramon 1995, 621, map 255). With the creation of 
Ramon-Greco T-4.2.2.7 towards the last third of the 4th century BCE, a further 
increase becomes clear. This type is frequently attested along the Tyrrhenian coasts 
of southern Italy (mostly in Lucania),45, but also at Pantelleria.46 Finally, probably 
at the very beginning of the 3rd century BCE till the middle of this century, the 
extra-regional distribution of this amphora family reaches its peak with amphorae 
of Ramon T-7.1.2.1 having been identified on several sites along the southern 
Tyrrhenian sea, in presentday Calabria and Campania,47 on Ischia,48 at Euesperides 
in Cyrenaica,49 and at Carthage.50 
In conclusion, it can be ascertained that the disruption of the long-distance trade 
between the Straits of Gibraltar and the Central and Eastern Mediterranean 
coincides almost exactly with the beginning of the mercantile advance of the 
Palermo - Solunto area, culminating in the decades before the first Punic War. 
                                                 
41
 Bechtold 2008b, 541-542, 547, fig. 5, for the occurrence of the type at Selinunte, Motya, Segesta, 
Monte Iato, Colle Madore, Palermo, Solunto, Himera, and Filicudi. 
42
 M.L. Zimmermann Munn (2003, 209-210), however, favours an “island-hopping route” via the Balears 
and Sardinia “in a direct voyage of long-distance trade”. 
43
 See Bechtold 2008b, 544,-547, 550-554, 556-559. 
44
 In addition to one sporadic item of unknown, but most likely Tunisian provenance in the Bardo 
Museum, Tunis, see Ramon 1995, 119-120. 
45
 Bechtold forthcoming 1, chapter 2.1.1. 
46
 Bechtold 2013, 474-475, tab. 23, cat. 58. 
47
 Bechtold forthcoming 1, chapter 2.1.1. 
48
 Bechtold 2008b, 547, fig. 5, 558. Ultimately, Bechtold forthcoming 1, chapter 2.5. 
49
 Göransson 2007, 182, 185, n. 389, from a context dated 325-250 BCE. 
50
 Vegas 1987, 391-392, fig. 6,100 from ‘Schicht’ 16 dated to the first half / middle of the 3rd century 
BCE; Vegas 1999, 129-130, fig. 21,42, ‘Fundkomplex’ 14 dated to the second half / late 3rd century 
BCE. 
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At this point we have to mention the recent study of E. Botte (2009) on the 
installations linked to Sicilian fish factories. The archaeological record in the 
coastal area between Capo Gallo and Termini Imerese, in the Palermo - Solunto 
area, and around the shores of Trapani, show particular high densities of structures 
that may be related to a fish processing industry. These are all located at strategical 
points with a view to the capture of the migratory species (Botte 2009, 72, fig. 3-
02). On the basis of the surface finds, the structures have been re-dated to the 4th 
century BCE, in accordance with the historical sources that refer to a Sicilian trade 
of salted fish at the end of the 5th and particularly during the 4th century BCE 
(Botte 2009, 103). 
The appearance of numerous fish processing factories in the territory of Palermo 
and Solunto in the course of the 4th century BCE coincides with the increase of the 
above-mentioned amphora class that has been produced in the same area. The 
contents of these containers, however, had up to now remained subject to 
speculation. Although firm archaeological evidence on the commodities carried in 
these Palermitanian-Soluntinian Middle Punic amphorae is still missing (Botte 
2009, 115), the obvious chronological and topographical links between fish 
processing industry, amphora production, and historical sources51 cannot but lead 
to the hypothesis that the coastal strip between Solunto and Palermo evolved from 
the late 5th century BCE onwards into one of the most important fish processing 
regions in the central Mediterranean. 
Since the processing of fish and seafood in the Gaditanian area started earlier 
than on Sicily (Botte 2009, 50-51), as witnessed by the import of South Spanish 
amphorae to western Sicily during the 5th century BCE, it is tempting to interpret 
the genesis of the North-West Sicilian amphora class described above as the result 
of a successful attempt to break into the market for these South Spanish 
commodities. 
Historically, the beginning of this North-West Sicilian fish processing industry 
followed in the decades after the Carthaginian destruction of four important Greek 
colonies, including Himera, just 30 km east of Solunto. New amphora data testify 
to a massive regional,52 but partly also extra-regional distribution of the North-
West Sicilian amphora class during the 4th and the first half of the 3rd century 
BCE. They clearly show that at least the Punic emporia of Palermo and Solunto 
benefited from the new hegemony of Carthage that characterised, according to 
modern historians, the period following the treaties with Syracuse of 405 and 374 
BCE.53 
 
                                                 
51
 The evidence of the fabric analyses of a good number of Punic amphorae attributed to the area of 
Palermo and Solunto show, in fact, the existance of several similar fabrics, which might hint at different, 
possibly even rural production sites situated in the same wider area. The results of these studies will be 
published within the framework of the project mentioned below in the acknowledgements. 
52
 On this aspect, see Bechtold 2008b, 547-548, fig. 5. 
53
 Gallo 1992, 324-325; Anello 1986, 168-170. 
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The context of Cat. 2 
Cat. 2 was found in context KA88/63, which is the lowest level of an east-west 
running robber trench on top of the remainder of the x9.0 ashlar wall, situated 
mainly within the area of rooms F-west and F-east of House 1.54 Stratigraphically 
it has been described as a fill dating to Roman Imperial times (“Römg: frühestens 
römisch-kaiserzeitlich gestörte Fundkomplexe”).55 It may contain backfill (and 
hence artifacts) that comes from both sides of the x9.0 ashlar wall, so from the area 
of rooms C, E-west, and E-east to the south and rooms F-west, F-east and G-south 
to the north. 
In view of its chronologically mixed nature it did not receive much detailed 
attention in the finds laboratory and, hence, in the final publication. Only finds that 
were deemed to hold particular interest were studied and entered the published 
record.56 It is in this respect not without significance that the context contained the 
majority of the fragments of another fairly well preserved vessel (Figs. 7, 10c). 
The stratigraphical links of the sherds that join with this particular vessel may 
perhaps help in bringing us nearer to its original (horizontal and vertical) 
stratigraphical position and, hence, by extension to that of the transport amphora 
Cat. 2 discussed here. The joining fragments were found in contexts KA88/64, 
KA88/74, and KA88/86. 
KA88/64 belongs to the thick leveling layer stratigraphically assigned to 
Stratum VIIb1. More particularly, it had been found in the western part of room 
C.57 
KA88/74 is the material collected during cleaning after the demolition of a Late 
Punic (Layer VIIb) mudbrick / spolia wall, especially at its eastern end, where it 
had been robbed out in Late Antiquity or more recent times.58 The context is 
situated in the area of rooms F-west, F-east and G-south, so overlapping with the 
area covered by contexts KA88/64 and KA88/86. It is mixed in composition and 
may be assigned a “Röm V” date (Roman V: 365 - c. 700 CE; see below) on the 
basis of the latest material it contained. 
                                                 
54
 Cf. Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 139, 156-157, figs. 48, 54 BN 12, and 55 BN 22, Beilage 8. Its 
stratigraphical position is x9.0-10.5 and y14.5-17.0; H. 5.05-5.40m. 
55
 For the stratigraphical attributions the concordance list ‘KORADAT version 8’ has been used, as had 
been the case in the final publication of the Hamburg excavations (Niemeyer et al. 2007, 57). 
56
 The context also contained typical destruction material of the 146 BCE city, of which the knob of a 
Black Glaze pyxis lid of Morel Series 9131 of the ‘Byrsa 661’ class was mentioned in the final 
publication: Bechtold 2007c, 572; cf. Bechtold 2007e. The inventory of the context mentions 107 more 
fragments of apparently Middle Punic to Roman Imperial date, apart from uncounted numerous 
(“zahlreiche”) wall, rim, shoulder, and handle fragments of amphorae and other Plain Ware vessels, as 
well as 1 bone fragment. 
57
 Cf. Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 138, fig. 47 BN 5, Beilage 8. Its stratigraphical position is x7.0-
7.5 and y10.5-11.0; H. 5.50-5.65m. The theoretical possibility of a mix-up of the fragment in the finds 
laboratory, e.g. during washing, has to be considered. Both context KA88/63 and KA88/64 were 
excavated on November 12th 1988 and may have been processed in the same order. 
58
 Cf. Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 156, 159, fig. 54 BN 8, fig. 56, Beilage 11, pl. 22a-c. Its 
stratigraphical position is x9.5-11.5 and y14.5-17.0; H. 5.10-5.25m. 
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KA88/86 is the material collected while lowering the general level in the area of 
rooms F-west and F-east, after the demolition of the Late Punic (Layer VIIb) 
mudbrick / spolia wall mentioned before.59 The fill of a robber trench on the y13.5 
Opus Africanum wall and of the building trench of the new y15.0 rubble wall 
between rooms C and E-west have been included in the context. Both are of level 
VIIa date. The context overlaps with the area covered by contexts KA88/64 and 
KA88/74, and has been assigned a “Mod” (modern) date during the excavation on 
the basis of the latest material it contained (a.o. modern iron nail). 
 
The contents of context KA88/63 
Besides the South Spanish amphora Ramon T-11.2.1.3 (Cat. 2, Figs. 6, 10b), 
context KA88/63 contained an almost complete profile of a Punic Painted Ware 
‘table amphora’ (“Haushaltsamphore mit verdicktem Rand” Bechtold subtype A) 
of Carthaginian manufacture (Fig. 7).60 Joining fragments were found in contexts 
KA88/64, KA88/74, and KA88/86, the contents of which will be briefly discussed 
below as well.61 The fact that the only undisturbed context that yielded a fragment 
of this ‘table amphora’ (KA88/64) is situated in room C, may perhaps provide 
interesting stratigraphical clues, but a mix-up during the excavation is not to be 
excluded either (see n. 57, above). If the sherd did indeed belong to KA88/64, then 
(part of) the material used to raise the level in room C may well have been brought 
in from the the area of Room F, or rather from E-west as will be argued below.62 
From a technical point of view, the domestic amphora from context KA88/63 
does not bear smoothed surfaces, a technique that disappears in the Carthaginian 
workshops before the last quarter of the 5th century BCE (Bechtold 2010, 30). 
Typologically it is close to Cintas Forms 337-339 found in cemeteries on Cap Bon 
that apparently date to the 3rd century BCE (Cintas 1950, 155, pl. 28). It finds 
more comparisons among the vessels of Layer II (700/650 - 350/300 BCE) of the 
Tophet of Carthage (Harden 1937, 63, 68, 71, 74-75, figs. 2, 4n-q, class D). The 
best parallels, however, are represented by a series of very similar domestic 
amphorae yielded by five chamber tombs excavated in 1966 in the necropolis of 
Areg-El-Rhazouani at Kerkouane, dating apparently to within the advanced 5th - 
4th century BCE.63 
                                                 
59
 Cf. Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 156, 159, fig. 54, BN 5, fig. 56 BN 6, Beilage 11. Its 
stratigraphical position is c. x10.5-11.5 and y13.5-16.2; H. 5.35-5.60m. 
60
 B. Bechtold, in: Niemeyer, Docter et al. 1993, 225, no. 18, fig. 9f, pl. 56,3; Niemeyer, Rindelaub, 
Schmidt 1996, 61, no. 72; Bechtold 2007a, 369-370, fig. 183, pl. 37, cat. 2166. On the other contents of 
the context, see n. 56, above. 
61
 These contexts will not be reconstructed in the same manner as the fill of KA88/122 and KA88/168 (cf. 
Tab. 2-3, Fig. 4) since this would stretch the format of the present article. The more or less homogeneous 
Punic contexts will be presented elsewhere, see above, n. 11. Of the ones that are disturbed in Roman 
times, at the earliest, only the finds of the Punic period will be discussed. 
62
 Given the completeness of the table amphora found in the area of room F, here Figs. 7, 10c, it is less 
likely that the amphora and the material found with it, originate from room C. 
63
 Gallet de Santerre, Slim 1983, 22-46, pls. XV, figs. 3.5; XVI, fig. 9; XX, figs. 4, 7; XXI, fig. 3; XXII, 
figs. 1-2; XXVI, fig. 1. Painted domestic amphorae with collar necks seem to be present already among 
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Interestingly, domestic amphorae of Cintas Forms 337-339 are not included in 
Vegas’ pottery typology for Punic Carthage (Vegas 1999), which suggests that the 
shape has not been found in any of the numerous settlement excavations 
undertaken by the German Archaeological Institute of Rome since 1974. The data 
outlined above suggest that painted domestic amphorae with collar necks are 
particularly characteristic of North African Punic ritual contexts of the later 5th - 
4th century BCE, a date range that perfectly suits for the item presented in Figs. 7, 
10c. 
 
 
 
        
 
Fig. 7.  Carthaginian ‘table amphora’ (“Haushaltsamphore mit verdicktem Rand”, Bechtold 
subtype A) KA88/63-20 + KA88/64-SN + KA88/74/SN + KA88/86-SN (from Bechtold 2007a, 
369, fig. 183,2166). 
                                                                                                                                                             
the inventories of the earliest graves, e.g. tomb 1/66, but continue to be constantly documented probably 
during the whole 4th century BCE. The type appears not to be attested within the poorer fossa graves of 
the same necropolis nor in the nearby cemetery ‘De la plage’ reserved for young individuals, which is 
more or less contemporaneous or slightly more recent than the Areg-El-Rhazouani area. 
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The contents of context KA88/64 
KA88/64 contained one wall fragment joining with the Painted Ware amphora Fig. 
7 (but see n. 57, above). It belongs to the thick leveling layer in room C, 
stratigraphically assigned to Stratum VIIb1 that contained material dating to the 
time frame 360-330 BCE. The fill has been excavated in no less than 19 different 
contexts between the years 1986 and 1991.64 
 
The contents of context KA88/74 
KA88/74 had been assigned a “Röm IV” stratigraphical position (Roman IV: 3rd 
century – 365 CE), but it also contained material that Karin Schmidt dates up to c. 
500 CE.65 This would imply that a “Röm V” closing date for the context as a whole 
is more appropriate.66 A significant portion of 6th and 5th century BCE material 
was found in the context (Fig. 8, Tab. 4). 
 
No. Shape + feature Ware Remarks Date Publication 
1 Base fragment of a 
Corinthian closed 
vessel 
Painted 
Fine 
 7th – first 
half of 6th 
century BCE 
Docter 2007b, 469, cat. 
4189 
1 Wall fragment of 
Haimonian 
(cup?)skyphos  
Attic 
Black 
Figure 
Lancut 
Group 
second 
quarter of the 
5th century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007c, 524-
525, fig. 282, pl. 43, cat. 
4400 (Fig. 8a) 
1 Wall fragment of 
skyphos (?) 
Attic Red 
Figure 
 5th century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007c, 525-
526, fig. 282, cat. 4403 
(Fig. 8b) 
1 Rim fragment of bowl Black 
Glaze 
 5th – 4th 
century BCE? 
Unpublished 
2 Wall fragments of 
‘table amphora’ 
Bechtold subtype A 
Painted Joining in 
KA88/63, 
64, 86 
Late 5th – 
4th century 
BCE 
See references in n. 61 
and Fig. 7 
1 Blue bead67 Glass   Schmidt 2007c, 781, fig. 
433, cat. 6317 
 
Table 4.  Selected finds of the Punic period found in context KA88/74.68 
                                                 
64
 Docter 2007a, 61-62, No. 196. The full reconstruction of this fill, including the hitherto unpublished 
material, is currently being prepared for publication, see above, n. 11. 
65
 Large dish Hayes ARS 32/58 or 58B/ El Mahrine 1 (Schmidt 2007b, 732, fig. 405, cat. 5929), 2 deep 
dishes Hayes ARS 67(?) with stamped decoration (Schmidt 2007b, 734-735, fig. 407, cat. 5936-5937), 
shallow bowl Hayes ARS 80A/ Lamboglia 58/ El Mahrine 12 (Schmidt 2007b, 735-736, fig. 408, cat. 
5942), flanged bowl Hayes ARS 91/ Lamboglia 24/25, 38/ El Mahrine 52-54 (Schmidt 2007b, 736-737, 
fig. 408, cat. 5944). 
66
 “Röm V”: “Third (Roman) building phase: phase of the Late Antique repairs of the buildings after the 
earthquake of 365 CE till the end of Carthage. This is a Late Antique or even ‘Post-Antique’ phase, in 
which the public space of the streets could also have been built over, as testified by an opus caementitium 
foundation in the southern Cardo X.” 
67
 It had tentatively been attributed to the Late Antique period, but may rather be of Punic date (see the 
contribution of T. Redissi, elsewhere in this volume). 
68
 See n. 61, above. Apart from the (Late) Roman fragments mentioned in n. 65, the context contained 3 
wall fragments of painted wall plaster (probably Late Punic in date), 42 rim, handle, shoulder and wall 
fragments of unknown date, and 1 bone fragment. 
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a.     b.  
        
 
Fig. 8.  Selected finds of 5th century BCE date found in context KA88/74. 
 
 
The contents of context KA88/86 
KA88/86 had been assigned a “Mod” (modern) stratigraphical position during the 
excavation. It contained mainly material of the first half of the 2nd century BCE, 
the typical debris of the Punic city of 146 BCE, but also material that is consistent 
with a Stratum VIIa1 or VIIb1 dating (Fig. 9), apart from few residuals (Tab. 5). 
 
a.    
b.                  c.  
 
d.    
        
 
Fig. 9.  Selected finds of 4th century BCE date found in context KA88/86. 
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No. Shape + feature Ware Remarks Date Publication 
1 Rim fragment of 
(cooking) pot with 
biconical body and 
double-rounded rim of 
Vegas form 61, 
Bechtold Subtype C 
Plain  7th or early 
6th century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007a, 
402-403 
1 Rim fragment of large 
jug Bechtold subtype C 
Plain  7th – 5th 
century BCE 
Unpublished (cf. Fig. 
5d); on date see Bechtold 
2007a, 364-365, n. 28 
1 Rim fragment of Attic 
‘bolsal’69 
Black 
Glaze 
 late 5th 
century BCE 
Bechtold 2007c, 510-
511. 
2 Wall-handle fragments 
of ‘table amphora’ 
Bechtold subtype A 
Painted Joining in 
KA88/63, 
64, 74 
Late 5th – 
4th century 
BCE 
See references in n. 61 
and Fig. 7 
1 Rim fragment of deep 
bowl Bechtold subtype 
C 
Painted  4th century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007a, 350, fig. 
168, cat. 2082. See now, 
Bechtold 2010, 30, fig. 
17,1 (Fig. 9a) 
1 Rim fragment of deep 
bowl 
Painted  4th century 
BCE 
Unpublished (probably 
as Fig. 9a) 
1 Rim fragment of large 
jug with thickened 
vertical rim, cylindrical 
neck and ovoid body, 
Bechtold Subtype B70 
Plain  4th century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007a, 364 
1 Base fragment of Attic 
bowl with incurving 
rim 
Black 
Glaze 
 4th century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007c, 515-
516, fig. 275, cat. 4349 
(Fig. 9c) 
1 Rim fragment of 
amphora of Ramon T-
4.2.1.671 
Plain  second half 
of the 4th 
century BCE 
Bechtold 2007d, 669, fig. 
368, cat. 5509; Bechtold 
2008a, 14-15, fig. 7,67 
(Fig. 9d)72 
                                                 
69
 Comparable to Bechtold 2007c, cat. 4325, fig. 272, with still vertical lip, which is characteristic for the 
earlier items. 
70
 For the type see Vegas 1999, 163, fig. 62, esp. nos. 6-7. In fact, items with clearly thinned rims 
characterised by a concave, external profile like the present fragment from context KA88/86 seem to 
represent the latest stage of this long-lived type with further comparisons in ‘Fundkomplexen’ 10 and 11 
published by M. Vegas (1999, 117, fig. 13,25; 120, fig. 15,23) and among the finds from the excavations 
on Bir Messaouda, site 2, see Bechtold forthcoming 2, context BM04/2420 (340-325 BCE): 
BM04/42999, BM04/42637. 
71
 For the type see Ramon 1995, 189-190, 524, fig. 161, here tentatively attributed to a Sicilian series of 
the late 5th - 4th century BCE. For more comparisons from Carthage itself, see FACEM 
(http://facem.at/m-94-6), of local fabric car-reg-a-2, from a sealed deposit dated 340-325 BCE (context 
BM04/2420, see Bechtold forthcoming 2: BM04/42632). Vegas 1999, 121-122, fig. 16,34, from a context 
dated to the second half of the 4th - early 3rd century BCE. Highly interesting is the documentation of 
two amphorae of Ramon T-4.2.1.6 of Carthaginian fabric within the closed deposits related to the 
construction of temple B on the acropolis of Selinunte, dated to around 300 BCE or to the very beginning 
of the 3rd century BCE, see Bechtold forthcoming 1, chapters 2.1.3 and 9, cat. 50.117 with further 
references on the occurrence of this shape at Pantelleria and Sabratha. 
72
 Initially it had been attributed to Ramon T-4.2.1.1. 
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1 Rim fragment of 
amphora of Ramon T-
7.2.1.1 
Plain  late 3rd – 
first half of 
2nd century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007d, 
673-674, f ig.  371,  
cat .  5527 
1 Base – profile fragment 
of plate ‘Broad Rim’ of 
class Byrsa 661 
Black 
Glaze 
 second 
quarter of 
2nd century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007c, 
566-567; cf .  
Bechtold 2007e 
1 Rim fragment of 
amphora of Ramon T-
7.4.3.1 
Plain  first half of 
2nd century 
BCE 
Bechtold 2007d, 675-677 
3 Fragments of needle73 Bronze   Mansel 2007, 802-803, 
fig. 442, cat. 6420 (Fig. 
9b) 
 
Table 5.  Selected finds of the Punic period found in context KA88/86.74 
 
 
Attempt at a recontextualisation 
The occurrence of two more or less complete large vessels (Figs. 6-7, 10b-c) in the 
disturbed context KA88/63 is remarkable and would suggest a close relation 
between them in their original stratigraphical position. But can this impression be 
substantiated in the archaeological record? 
Let us first compare their respective typo-chronological date ranges. The South 
Spanish transport amphora Cat. 2 (Figs. 6, 10b) dates from the late 6th to the late 
5th century BCE. The painted table amphora (Figs. 7, 10c) dates to the late 5th and 
the 4th century BCE. Hence, there is some overlap between these date ranges in 
the late 5th century BCE, which would not exclude the possibility that they once 
had been deposited in one single act. 
There is another way to proceed. The contexts in which fragments were found 
that joined the painted table amphora offer chronological links to Stratum VIIa1 
(425-350 BCE) or VIIb1 (350-250 BCE; see above). Moreover, if the fragment in 
context KA88/64 of room C (Stratum VIIb1: 350-250 BCE) is indeed in its 
original secondary position and not accidentally misplaced in this context during 
excavation, then at least the table amphora (Figs. 7, 10c) would have originated in 
a VIIa1 Stratum (425-350 BCE) at the latest, after which it was dispersed. 
                                                 
73
 The inventory of the context mentions two more fragments of a bronze needle, which originally may 
have formed part of the same needle. 
74
 See n. 61, above. The context further contained 4 fragments of handmade vessels, probably of Early – 
Middle Punic date, 118 rim, wall, base and handle fragments of various wares and dates, 2 wall plaster 
fragments of probably Late Punic date, 1 piece of worked bone (needle?), and a fragment of a white 
marble plinth, probably of Roman or Late Antique date. A modern iron nail closes the context 
chronologically. A profile fragment of a lion’s head guttus of Campana A ‘ancienne’ Serie Morel 8151 of 
the late 3rd and beginning of the 2nd century BCE has been published erroneously as coming from 
context KA88/86 (Bechtold 2007c, 550-551, fig. 298, cat. 4487). The finds inventory of KA88/86 does 
not mention this piece. It is probably to be identified as the one inventoried in context KA88/1, which is 
equally of modern stratigraphical date. 
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The position of the table amphora (and the amphora Cat. 2, Figs. 6, 10b) itself is 
perhaps even more telling. It was found in the robber trench fill on the x9.0 axis 
that separated rooms F-west, F-east and G-south of House 1-north and rooms E-
west and E-east of House 1-south. More or less complete vessels have been found 
particularly in this area before and, moreover, in situ. With the transition to 
construction Phase VII, around 350 BCE, the Tanit II sanctuary in House 1-south 
lost its religious function and was transformed into a domestic area (again). The 
lower part of the sanctuary (room E-west), where three religious symbols in white 
marble, red coral and silver had been decorating the floor, was now filled up and 
brought to the same level as room E-east.75 The act of piously covering the 
religious symbols was probably accompanied by some sort of ceremony in which 
two North Aegean (Mendean) wine amphorae were also deposited (Fig. 10a).76 
They were found immediately on top of the pavement, remarkably moreover 
exactly on top of the three religious symbols, and they must have belonged to the 
original VIIa1 fill.77 This leveling Stratum VIIa1 contains material dated to 
between 425 and 350 BCE. Since the deposition would have occurred at the 
moment that the Tanit II sanctuary was given up and transformed into a domestic 
space, at around 350 BCE, one should strictly speaking assign the two amphorae to 
the building phase itself, i.e. to Stratum VIIa2 (see Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 
2007a, 54-56, fig. 8). Consequently, the ritual deposition made use of older 
vessels, as is more often the case in Carthage.78 The vessels were, hence, not 
performing their original function; viz. they did not contain their original contents 
(wine) anymore. 
Immediately south of the context with the Mendean amphorae, the stratigraphy 
had been disturbed in Layer VIIb, around 250 BCE, when the inlet for a cistern 
was renewed and brought to a higher level.79 It is tempting, but admittedly 
hypothetical, to postulate that the offering deposit of the two Mendean amphorae 
                                                 
75
 On the Tanit sanctuary and the religious symbols (representing Tanit, Baal and Astarte), excavated in 
1991 and 1993, see Niemeyer 2000; ultimately Docter, Niemeyer 2007, Hvidberg-Hansen 2007 and 
Müller 2007, with further references. 
76
 R.F. Docter in: Niemeyer, Docter, Rindelaub 1995, 449-502, fig. 12, pl. 128,1 (as from Stratum VIIa1); 
Niemeyer, Rindelaub, Schmidt 1996, 50, no. 7 (as from Stratum VIIa1); Niemeyer, Docter et al. 2002, 
86-88, 105, fig. 21, pl. 8,1 (as from Stratum VIIa1); Bechtold 2007c, 684-686, fig. 377, cat. 5559, 5559a, 
pl. 46 (as from Stratum VIIb1); Bechtold 2008a, 9, 18, 31, fig. 4,39, tab. 2.C.2 (as from Stratum VIIb1); 
Bechtold 2010, 32, 35, fig. 21b,4 (as from Stratum VIIb1). 
77
 Between x6.5 and x7.8 and between y15.4 and y17.5. This context (KA91/448) had been excavated 
while lowering the level within the fill, from 4.61m to 5.22m, without encountering a clear floor level. It 
turned out only afterwards, while enlarging the trench and interpreting the sections, that an additional 
(VIIb1) level had been present (see Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 124, 137, figs. 40, 46,3-8, Beilage 
8-9). Stratigraphically, the finds in the context were assigned to the latest layer, although technically 
speaking the two amphorae did belong to the original VIIa1 fill (particularly Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 
2007a, 137, fig. 46,3; see also previous footnote). 
78
 Mansel 2003, 134, 137. One wonders whether it is mere coincidence that the typological date of the 
vessels corresponds with the beginning of the phase VI Tanit II sanctuary, around 425 BCE? Had they 
been kept all the time in the sanctuary? 
79
 Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 137, 139, figs. 46, 48, between x5.5 and x6.5. 
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had originally been composed of at least two more vessels, viz. the south Spanish 
amphora Cat. 2 (Figs. 6, 10b) and the painted table amphora (Figs. 7, 10c). At the 
time of construction Layer VIIb, the material including at least the two vessels just 
mentioned, was dug up and dispersed in the leveling material used for the large-
scale reconstruction works in House 1-south. This leveling Stratum VIIb1 contains 
material dated to between 350 and 250 BCE. It has been encountered in almost all 
rooms of House 1-south, preparing a general elevation of the floor levels. It is in 
this way that a fragment joining to one of the Mendean amphorae ended up in a 
VIIb1 context in room E-east (KA93/164-89); it is equally possible that the 
fragment joining to the painted table amphora and found in the VIIb1 fill in room 
C (KA88/64) was dispersed in the same way (but see also n. 57, above). Since the 
two amphorae (Figs. 6-7, 10b-c) had been found within the backfill of a robber 
trench on the wall dividing House 1-north and House 1-south (x9.0 Opus 
Africanum wall), containing material from the stratigraphies to either side of that 
wall, it is possible that the vessels had been secondarily deposited in the VIIb1 fill 
of the corridor bordering the dividing wall to the south.80 Their final position in the 
fill of the robber trench would, then, constitute their second redeposition. The fact 
that the two Mendean transport amphorae, the South Spanish transport amphora 
and the painted table amphora are more or less contemporary (late 5th century 
BCE), would strengthen the hypothesis of an original ensemble, viz. they belonged 
to the same ritual deposit. A further argument in favour of such a reconstruction is 
the fact that Painted Ware table amphorae with collar necks occur particularly in 
North African Punic ritual contexts (see above). 
One wonders, then, whether also the two other more or less complete vessels 
found in the fill of Stratum VIIb1 in room E-east (Fig. 10d-e) may originally have 
belonged to the same deposit: a table amphora of Bechtold subtype C81 and a 
closed vessel of unknown of typology, of which the neck is missing.82 During the 
excavation and thereafter they have always been interpreted as foundation or 
building offerings, due to their remarkable state of preservation within the bulk of 
heavily fragmented finds from this layer.83 In addition, the fact that one of the 
vessels (here Fig. 10e) was found near to a new wall, which is rather typical for 
such offerings, strengthened this interpretation.84 If, however, they would have 
once belonged to the above-mentioned VIIa1/2 deposit in the lower part of the 
Tanit II sanctuary (room E-west), and were only dispersed thereafter during the 
VIIb1/2 construction and leveling operations in House 1-south, then their 
                                                 
80
 Corridor E-north: Docter, Niemeyer, Schmidt 2007a, 139, 149, fig. 48, Beilage 13, below BN 72. It is 
clear from the plans that exactly this area had been disturbed by the east-west robber trench. 
81
 Niemeyer, Rindelaub, Schmidt 1996, 57, no. 51 (dated to the 4th century BCE); Mansel 2003, 131, 
133-134, 140, 142, figs. 2,7, 4,6; Bechtold 2007a, 370-371, fig. 185, cat. 2172a. 
82
 Niemeyer, Rindelaub, Schmidt 1996, 57, no. 52 (dated to the 4th century BCE); Mansel 2003, 131, 
133-134, 140, 142, figs. 2,7, 4,7; Bechtold 2007a, 373-374, fig. 189, cat. 2187 (unclear chronology). 
83
 See previous two footnotes. 
84
 Mansel 2003, 133, 140, fig. 2,7. Contrary to the information provided by Mansel, however, the other 
vessel (here Fig. 10d) was found in the center of room E-west, so within the fill, as may be clear from its 
stratigraphical position: x7.0 and y19.0, between H 4.29 and 4.46m. 
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interpretation should be otherwise. How does their chronology relate to this 
suggestion? Bechtold dates the near-complete table amphora (Fig. 10d) 
typologically to the 4th century BCE (Bechtold 2007a, 370-371). The other vessel 
(Fig. 10e) is discussed in connection with a group of undefined closed vessels with 
(pseudo-)ring feet of mainly Late Punic date (Bechtold 2007a, 374). The present 
vessel, however, falls stratigraphically before this chronological time frame and 
would not contradict a date in the 4th century BCE either. 
Consequently, the thus postulated ritual deposit on top of the emblems in the 
lower part of the Tanit II sanctuary would have consisted of six containers (Fig. 
10): four old ones or ‘heirlooms’ and two more recent ones that would have been 
more or less contemporary with the moment of deposition (c. 350 BCE). Karin 
Mansel, who has discussed in detail the phenomenon of foundation / building / 
construction deposits in the Phoenician-Punic world some ten years ago, clearly 
states that in all Carthaginian cases, the offerings had accompanied the 
constructions, rather than preparing for them (Mansel 2003, 133). In the present 
case, however, it seems clear that at least the two Mendean amphorae (Fig. 10a), 
but also – if our hypothetical reconstruction of the archaeological record is correct 
– the other containers (Fig. 10b-e) had been deposited at the moment of de-
sanctifying the building. At least the three imported transport amphorae would 
have been broken in the process, in view of their size and state of fragmentation, 
which is unlike the handling of other construction offerings. Also the fact that they 
have been found on top of the religious symbols in the middle of the lower part of 
the sanctuary suggests another procedure than the regular construction offerings. 
The relatively high number of six vessels also falls outside Carthaginian picture of 
construction offerings, where one or two vessels are the rule (Mansel 2003, 133), 
which would suggest that we are dealing with something different. For a de-
sanctifying of this order one would expect at least a substantial offering deposit. In 
this respect the deposit would perhaps be more comparable with the remains of a 
ritual deposit consisting of many miniature vessels and votives as well the remains 
of a ritual meal, found in the temple area of Phoenician Kition, dating to the late 
9th century BCE (Mansel 2003, 134-135, 143-144, figs. 5-7, with references). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 10.  Hypothetical reconstruction of a ritual deposit on the floor of the Tanit II sanctuary, 
Stratum VIIb2 (c. 350 BCE), containing older vessels (a-c) and more or less contemporary ones 
(d-e). A second Mendean amphora (as a) has not been illustrated. 
 119 
a. b. 
c.      d.      e.  
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Conclusions 
The publication of two transport amphorae that had been omitted in the final 
publication of the Hamburg University excavations leads to some interesting 
observations and hypotheses on both amphora-borne trade patterns and the 
archaeological contexts of the two amphorae. 
To the best of our knowledge, it is the first time that a Cypriote transport 
amphora has been identified at Carthage. Its typological date (550-475 BCE) 
coincides well with the general date of phase V (550-480 BCE). The reconstruction 
of the context, moreover, offers a rare example of a household assemblage of this 
period, probably once forming part of a destruction layer that had been reworked 
only once or perhaps few times, but still included some residual material. Within 
the wider area, only the site of Euhesperides in the Cyrenaica has produced two 
Cypriote basket- or loop-handled amphorae (Göransson 2007, 170-174, fig. 39, 
nos. 370-371). These have been dated on the basis of stylistic comparissons to the 
5th – 4th centuries BCE and, therefore, belong to another chronological horizon 
than the one presented here. 
The equally rare occurrence in Carthage of a transport amphora of Ramon T-
11.2.1.3, dating from the late 6th to late 5th century BCE, points to the trade in 
salted fish products from the Straits of Gibraltar to the central Mediterranean. This 
previously considerable distribution comes to a halt towards the end of the 5th 
century BCE. At the same time a new amphora family (Ramon T-1.4.5.1, followed 
by Ramon T-4.2.2.6, Ramon-Greco T-4.2.2.7, and Ramon T-7.1.2.1) starts to be 
produced in the area of Palermo – Solunto in North-West Sicily. Recently 
published evidence on contemporary fish processing installations in this area, 
along with information provided by historical sources, is combined to support the 
suggestion that these are all related phenomena. It is, moreover, proposed that this 
new North-West Sicilian industry owes much to the new hegemony of Carthage in 
the region. 
The South Spanish transport amphora T-11.2.1.3 was found in the fill of a 
robber trench postdating the Punic period. It has been reconstructed from a few 
large fragments, preserving a reasonable portion of the vessel. This fact is rather 
unusual within the archaeological record of the domestic area excavated by the 
University of Hamburg. A careful discussion of the context and its relation to other 
contexts in the eastern part of Houses 1-south and 1-north leads to a hypothetical 
reconstruction of its original position within the archaeological record. It is 
suggested that the amphora once formed part of a ritual deposition on the floor of 
the Tanit II sanctuary at the moment it was de-sanctified and given over to 
domestic functions. This deposit is not similar to regular construction or building 
deposits such as those discussed some ten years ago by Karin Mansel (2003), but 
would rather be comparable to the ritual deposition in Phoenician Kition. 
 
 121 
References 
Alaimo R., Montana G., Iliopoulos I., 2003, Le anfore puniche di Solunto: 
discriminazione tra produzioni locali ed importazioni mediante analisi al 
microscopio polarizzatore, in: Quarte Giornate Internazionali di Studi 
sull’Area Elima, Erice 2000, Pisa, 1-9. 
Anello P., 1986, Il trattato del 405/4 a.C. e la formazione della «eparchia» punica 
di Sicilia, Kokalos 32, 115-179. 
Bechtold B., 2007a, Die phönizisch-punische Gebrauchskeramik der archaischen 
bis spätpunischen Zeit, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 327-431. 
Bechtold B., 2007b, Schwerkeramik (Hausrat), in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 448-453. 
Bechtold B. 2007c, Die importierte und lokale Schwarzfirnis-Ware, in: Niemeyer 
et al. 2007, 492-587. 
Bechtold B., 2007c, Transportamphoren des 5.-2. Jhs., in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 
662-698. 
Bechtold B., 2007e, La classe Byrsa 661 a Cartagine. Nuove evidenze per la 
tipologia e la cronologia di ceramica calena nella metropoli punica, 
Carthage Studies 1, 1-36. 
Bechtold B., 2008a, Observations on the Amphora Repertoire of Middle Punic 
Carthage, Carthage Studies 2, 1-146. 
Bechtold B., 2008b, Anfore puniche, in: Camerata Scovazzo R. (ed.), Segesta III: 
Il sistema difensivo di Porta di Valle (scavi 1990-1993) (Documenti di 
Archeologia 48), Mantova, 539-580. 
Bechtold B., 2010, The Pottery Repertoire from Late 6th-Mid 2nd Century BC 
Carthage. Observations based on the Bir Messaouda Excavations, Carthage 
Studies 4, 1-82. 
Bechtold B., 2012, Amphora production in Punic Sicily (7th-3rd/2nd centuries 
BCE): an overview, in: Facem (http:///facem.at./project-papers.php) 
(version 06/12/2012). 
Bechtold B., 2013, Le anfore da trasporto da Cossyra: un’analisi diacronica (VIII 
sec. a.C. - VI sec. d.C.) attraverso lo studio del materiale dalla ricognizione, 
in: Almonte M. (ed.), Cossyra II. Cossyra. Ricognizione topografica. Storia 
di un paesaggio mediterraneo (Tübinger Archäologische Forschungen 12), 
Tübingen, 409-517. 
Bechtold B., forthcoming 1, La ceramica ellenistica (saggi A, B, C, D, E, G, H, I e 
J): base per la datazione assoluta del tempio B, in: Marconi C. (ed.), 
Selinunte. Excavations Conducted by the Institute of Fine Arts, New York 
University 1. Temple B (Biblioteca di “Sicilia Antiqua”), Pisa, Roma. 
Bechtold B., forthcoming 2, in: Docter R.F. (ed.), Stratigraphical Sequences in 
Punic Carthage: 814-146 BCE (Ancient Near Eastern Studies), Leuven. 
Bechtold B., forthcoming 3, La ceramica fenicio-punica di Cherchel (VII-II sec. 
a.C.): le evidenze del materiale rinvenuto sotto il forum, in: Manfredi L.I., 
Mezzolani Andreose A. (eds.), Iside punica: alla scoperta dell’antica Iol-
Caesarea attraverso le sue monete, Bologna. 
 122 
Bechtold B., Docter, R.F., 2010, Transport Amphorae from Punic Carthage: An 
Overview, in: Nigro L. (ed.), Motya and the Phoenician Ceramic 
Repertoire Between the Levant and the West 9th – 6th Century BC. 
Proceedings of the International Conference held in Rome, 26th February 
2010, Roma, 85-116. 
Bikai P.M., 1978, The Late Phoenician Pottery Complex and Chronology, Bulletin 
of the American Schools of Oriental Research 229, 47-56. 
Bikai P.M., 1987, The Phoenician Pottery of Cyprus, Nicosia. 
Birmingham J., 1963, The Chronology of Some Early and Middle Iron Age 
Cypriot Sites, American Journal of Archaeology 67, 15-42. 
Botte E., 2009, Salaisons et sauces de poissons en Italie du sud et en Sicile durant 
l’Antiquité (Collection du Centre Jean Bérard 31), Naples. 
Botto M., 2001, Indagini archeometriche sulla ceramica fenicia e punica del 
Mediterraneo centro-occidentale, Rivista di Studi Fenici 29,2, 159-181. 
Briese Ch., 2007, Red Slip-, Glattwandige und Bichrome Ware archaischer Zeit: 2. 
Geschlossene Formen, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 305-327. 
Briese Ch., Docter R.F., 1995, Archaische Keramik aus Karthago in Leiden, 
OMRO Oudheidkundige Mededelingen uit het Rijksmuseum van Oudheden 
te Leiden 75, 39-53. 
Briese Ch., Docter R.F., Mansel K. (eds.), 1996, Die Akten des Internationalen 
Kolloquiums “Interactions in the Iron Age: Phoenicians, Greeks and the 
Indigenous Peoples of the Western Mediterranean” in Amsterdam am 26. 
und 27 März 1992 (Hamburger Beiträge zur Archäologie 19/20, 
[1992/1993]). 
Briese Ch., Docter R.F., 2002, El skyphos fenicio: la adaptacíon de un vaso griego 
para beber, in: Vegas M. (ed.), Cartago fenicio-púnica. Las excavaciones 
alemanas en Cartago 1975-1997 (Cuadernos de Arqueología Mediterránea 
4) [1998], 173-220. 
Campanella L., 2008, Il cibo nel mondo fenicio e punico d’Occidente. Un’indagine 
sulle abitudine alimentari attraverso l’analisi di un deposito urbano di 
Sulky in Sardegna (Collezione di Studi Fenici 43), Pisa, Roma. 
Campanella L., Niveau de Villedary y Mariñas A.M., 2005, Il consumo del pescato 
nel Mediterraneo fenicio e punico. Fonti letterarie, contesti archeologici, 
vasellame ceramico, in: Bondì S.F., Vallozza M, Greci, Fenici, Romani: 
interazioni culturali nel Mediterraneo antico. Atti delle Giornate di Studio 
(Viterbo, 28-29 maggio 2004) (Daidalos 7), Viterbo, 27-67. 
Chapman S.V., 1972, A Catalogue of Iron Age Pottery from the Cemeteries of 
Khirbet Silm, Joya, Qrayé and Qasmieh of South Lebanon with a Note on 
the Iron Age Pottery of the American University Museum, Beirut, Berytus 
21, 55-194. 
Cintas P., 1950, Céramique punique, Paris. 
 123 
Corretti A., Capelli C., 2003, Entella. Il granaio ellenistico (SAS 3). Le anfore, in: 
Quarte Giornate Internazionali di Studi sull’Area Elima (Erice 2000), Pisa, 
287-351. 
Docter R.F., 1997, Archaische Amphoren aus Karthago und Toscanos. 
Fundspektrum und Formentwicklung. Ein Beitrag zur phönizischen 
Wirtschaftsgeschichte, Amsterdam. 
Docter R.F., 1999, Transport Amphorae from Carthage and Toscanos: an 
economic-historical approach to Phoenician expansion, in: González Prats 
A. (ed.) La cerámica fenicia en Occidente: centros de producción y áreas 
de comercio, Alicante 21-24 de noviembre 1997. Actas del I Seminario 
Internacional sobre Temas Fenicios, Guardamar del Segura, 21-24 de 
noviembre de 1997, Alicante, 89-109. 
Docter R.F., 2005, The koprologoi of Carthage. On the scarcity of settlement finds 
in Carthage between c. 550 and 480 BC, in: Spanò Giammellaro A. (ed.), 
2005, Atti del V Congresso Internazionale di Studi Fenici e Punici. 
Marsala-Palermo, 2-8 ottobre 2000, Palermo, Vol. I, 269-279. 
Docter R.F., 2007a, Published Settlement Contexts of Punic Carthage, Carthage 
Studies 1, 37-76. 
Docter R.F., 2007b, Die importierte griechische und zentralmediterrane 
Feinkeramik archaischer Zeit, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 453-491. 
Docter R.F., 2007c, Andere importierte Waren, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 588-591. 
Docter R.F., 2007d, Archaische Transportamphoren, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 
616-662. 
Docter R.F., 2009, In memoriam Hans Georg Niemeyer (1933-2007), Carthage 
Studies 3, 1-12. 
Docter R.F., forthcoming 1, The Phoenician practise of adapting Greek drinking 
vessels (skyphoi and kotylai), in: Graells R., Krueger M., Sardà S., Sciotino 
G. (eds.), El problema de las “imitaciones” durante la protohistoria en el 
Mediterráneo centro-occidental: entre el concepto y el ejemplo (Iberia 
Archaeologica). Mainz a.R. 
Docter R.F., forthcoming 2, Bichrome Ware Amphorae from Al Mina, Kition and 
Carthage, in: Loretz O., Ribichini S., Watson W.E., J.Á. Zamora (eds.), 
Ritual, Religion and Reason (Alter Orient und Altes Testament 
Veröffentlichungen zur Kultur und Geschichte des Alten Orients und des 
Alten Testaments - AOAT), Münster, 89-102. 
Docter R.F., Chelbi F., Maraoui Telmini B., 2003, Carthage Bir Massouda: 
Preliminary Report on the first bilateral excavations of Ghent University 
and the Institut National du Patrimoine (2002-2003), BABESCH. Annual 
Papers on Mediterranean Archaeology 78, 43-70. 
 124 
Docter et al. 2005: Docter R.F., Niemeyer H.G., Nijboer A.J., Van der Plicht, J., 
Radiocarbon Dates of animal bones in the earliest levels of Carthage, in: 
Bartoloni G., Delpino F., De Marinis R., Gastaldi P. (eds.), Oriente e 
Occidente: metodi e discipline a confronto. Rifflessioni sulla cronologia 
dell’età del ferro italiana (Mediterranea. Quaderni Annuali dell´Istituto di 
Studi sulle Civilta Italiche e del Mediterraneo Antico del Consiglio 
Nazionale delle Ricerche I), 2004 [2005], 557-577. 
Docter et al. 2006: Docter R.F., Chelbi F., Maraoui Telmini B., Bechtold B., Ben 
Romdhane H., Declercq V., De Schacht T., Deweirdt E., De Wulf A., Fersi 
L., Frey-Kupper S., Garsallah S., Joosten I., Koens H., Mabrouk J., 
Redisssi T., Roudesli Chebbi S., Ryckbosch K., Schmidt K., Taverniers B., 
Van Kerckhove J., Verdonck L., 2006, Carthage Bir Massouda: Second 
preliminary report on the bilateral excavations of Ghent University and the 
Institut National du Patrimoine (2003-2004), BABESCH. Annual Papers on 
Mediterranean Archaeology 81: 37-89. 
Docter et al. 2008: Docter R.F., Chelbi F., Maraoui Telmini B., Nijboer A.J., van 
der Plicht J., Van Neer W., Mansel K., Garsallah S., New Radiocarbon 
Dates from Carthage: Bridging the Gap Between History and 
Archaeology?, in: Sagona C. (ed.), Beyond the Homeland: Markers in 
Phoenician Chronology (Ancient Near Eastern Studies Supplement 28), 
Leuven, Paris, Dudley, MA, 379-422. 
Docter R.F., Niemeyer H.G., 2007, Das Tanit-Heiligtum. 1. Der Kultraum, in: 
Niemeyer et al. 2007, 217-223. 
Docter R.F., Niemeyer H.G., Schmidt K., 2007a, Grabungs- und Baubefund. 
Stratigraphie und Chronologie, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 45-174. 
Docter R.F., Niemeyer H.G., Schmidt K., 2007b, Häuser und Strassen. A. Die 
punischen Häuser. 1. Bautypologie und Raumfunktion, in: Niemeyer et al. 
2007, 175-199. 
FACEM: Gassner V., Trapichler M., Bechtold B. (eds.), 2012, FACEM. 
Provenance Studies on Pottery in the Southern Central Mediterranean from 
the 6th to the 2nd century B.C. (version 2 of 6.12.2012): 
http://www.facem.at/. 
Famà M.L, Toti P., 2000, Materiale dalla “zona E” dell’abitato di Mozia. Prime 
considerazioni, in: Terze Giornate Internazionali di Studi sull’Area Elima, 
Gibellina-Erice-Contessa Entellina 1997, Pisa, Gibellina, 451-478. 
Gallet de Santerre H., Slim L., 1983, Recherches sur les nécropoles puniques de 
Kerkouane, Tunis. 
Gallo L., 1992, Alcune considerazioni sui rapporti elimo-punici, in: Atti delle 
Giornate Internazionali di Studi sull‘Area Elima (Gibellina 1991), Pisa, 
Gibellina, 315-340. 
Garau E., 2007, Anfore d’importazione a Neapolis tra il VII e il IV sec. a.C., in: 
Garau E. (ed.), Disegnare paesaggi della Sardegna, Cagliari, 35-57. 
 125 
Gassner V. 2003, Materielle Kultur und kulturelle Identität in Elea in 
spätarchaisch-frühklassischer Zeit. Untersuchungen zur Gefäß- und 
Baukeramik aus der Unterstadt (Grabungen 1987-1994) (Archäologische 
Forschungen 8. Velia-Studien 2), Wien. 
Göransson K., 2007, The Transport Amphorae from Euesperides: The maritime 
trade of a Cyrenaican city 400-250 BC (Acta Archaeologica Lundensia, 
Series 25), Lund. 
Harden D.B., 1937, The Pottery from the Precinct of Tanit at Salammbo, Carthage, 
Iraq 4, 59-89. 
Hvidberg-Hansen F.O., 2007, Das Tanit-Heiligtum. 2. Die Embleme im paviment, 
in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 223-228. 
Karageorghis V., 1968, Chronique des fouilles et découvertes archéologiques à 
Chypre en 1967, Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique 92, 261-358. 
Karageorghis V., 1970, Excavations in the Necropolis of Salamis II (Salamis 4), 
Nicosia. 
Karageorghis V. (ed.), 1983, Palaepaphos-Skales. An Iron Age Cemetery in 
Cyprus. Ausgrabungen in Alt-Paphos auf Cypern 3, Konstanz. 
Mansel K., 2003, Zeremonielle und rituelle Handlungen bei Baumaßnahmen. Zu 
phönizisch-punischen Bauopfern, in: Metzner-Nebelsick C. et al. (eds.), 
Rituale in der Vorgeschichte, Antike und Gegenwart. Studien zur 
Vorderasiatischen, Prähistorischen und Klassischen Archäologie, 
Ägyptologie, Alten Geschichte, Theologie und Religionswissenschaft. 
Interdisziplinäre Tagung vom 1.-2. Februar 2002 an der Freien Universität 
Berlin, Rahden/Westf., 129-148. 
Mansel K., 2007, Die Metallfunde, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 797-813. 
Müller H.-P., 2007, Das Tanit-Heiligtum. 3. Religionsgeschichtliche Aspekte, in: 
Niemeyer et al. 2007, 228-233. 
Myres J.L., 1897, Excavations in Cyprus in 1894, Journal of Hellenic Studies 17, 
134-173. 
Myres J.L., Ohnefalsch-Richter M., 1899, A Catalogue of the Cyprus Museum with 
a chronicle of excavations undertaken since the British occupation and 
introductory notes on Cypriote archaeology, Oxford. 
Nicolaou K., 1976, The Historical Topography of Kition (Studies in Mediterranean 
Archaeology 43), Göteborg. 
Niemeyer H.G., 2000, Un Nuevo santuario de la diosa Tanit en Cartago, in: Aubet 
M.E., Barthélemy M. (eds.), Actas del IV Congreso Internacional de 
Estudios Fenicios y Punicos. Cádiz, 2 al 6 de Octubre de 1995, II, Cádiz, 
635-642. 
Niemeyer H.G., Docter R.F. et al., 1993, Die Grabung unter dem Decumanus 
Maximus von Karthago. Vorbericht über die Kampagnen 1986-91, 
Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Institut Römische Abteilung 
100, 201-244. 
 126 
Niemeyer H.G., Docter R.F., Rindelaub A., 1995, Die Grabung unter dem 
Decumanus Maximus von Karthago. Zweiter Vorbericht, Mitteilungen des 
Deutschen Archäologischen Institut Römische Abteilung 102, 475-502. 
Niemeyer H.G., Docter R.F. et alii, 2002, Excavacón bajo el Decumanus Maximus 
de Cartago durante los años 1986-1995: Informe preliminar, in: Vegas M. 
(ed.), Cartago fenicio-púnica. Las excavaciones alemanas en Cartago 
1975-1997 (Cuadernos de Arqueología Mediterránea 4) [1998], 47-109. 
Niemeyer H.G., Rindelaub A., Schmidt K., 1996, Karthago. Die alte 
Handelsmetropole am Mittelmeer. Eine archäologische Grabung, 
Hamburg. 
Niemeyer et al. 2007: Niemeyer H.G., Docter R.F., Schmidt K., Bechtold B. et al., 
Karthago. Die Ergebnisse der Hamburger Grabung unter dem Decumanus 
Maximus (Hamburger Forschungen zur Archäologie 2), Mainz a.R. 
Niemeyer H.G., Docter R.F., Schmidt K., 2009, Die Hamburger Grabung unter 
dem Decumanus von Karthago, in: Helas S., Marzoli D. (eds.), 
Phönizisches und punisches Städtewesen. Akten der internationalen 
Tagung in Rom vom 21. bis 23. Februar 2007 (Iberia Archaeologica 13), 
Mainz a.R., 171-178. 
Nigro L. (ed.), 2011, Mozia – XIII. Zona F. La Porta Ovest e la Fortezza 
Occidentale. Rapporto preliminare delle campagne di scavi XXIII-XXVII 
(2003-2007) condotte congiuntamente con il Servizio Beni Archeologici 
della Soprintendenza Regionale per i Beni Culturali e Ambientali di 
Trapani (Quaderni di Archeologia fenicio-punica VI), Roma. 
Orton C., Tyres P., Vince A., 1993, Pottery in Archaeology, Cambridge. 
Peserico A., 1998, La ceramica fenicia da mensa: la produzione di Cartagine e 
delle altre regioni fenicie d’Occidente (VIII-VI sec. a.C.), in: Acquaro E., 
Fabbri B. (eds.), Produzione e circulazione della ceramica fenicia e punica 
nel Mediterraneo: il contributo delle analisi archeometriche. Atti della 2a 
Giornata di Archeometria della Ceramica – Ravenna, 14 maggio 1998, 
Bologna, 27-42. 
Peserico A., 2002, Die offenen Formen der Red Slip Ware aus Karthago. 
Untersuchungen zur phönizischen Keramik im westlichen Mittelmeerraum 
(Hamburger Werkstattreihe zur Archäologie 5), Münster, Hamburg, 
London. 
Peserico A., 2007, Red Slip-, Glattwandige und Bichrome Ware archaischer Zeit: 
1. Offene Formen, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 271-305. 
Ramon Torres J., 1995, Las ánforas fenicio-púnicas del Mediterráneo central y 
occidental, Barcelona. 
Sagona A.G., 1982, Levantine Storage Jars of the 13th to 4th Century B.C., 
Opuscula Atheniensia 14, 73-110. 
Schmidt K., 2007a, Wandputz, Gesimsprofile und Zierleisten aus Stuck, in 
Niemeyer et al. 2007, 256-260. 
 127 
Schmidt K., 2007b, Römische Keramik der späten Republik, der Kaiserzeit und 
der Spätantike, in Niemeyer et al. 2007, 701-743. 
Schmidt K., 2007c, Kleinfunde: Schmuckstein (Gemme), Glas, Fayence, 
Straussenei, in Niemeyer et al. 2007, 777-784. 
Slopsma J., van Wijngaarden-Bakker L., Maliepaard R., 2009, Animal Remains 
from the Bir Messaouda Excavations 2000/2001 and other Carthaginian 
Settlement Contexts, Carthage Studies 3, 21-64. 
Terrenato N., Ricci G., 1998, I residui nella stratificazione urbana. Metodi di 
quantificazione e implicazioni per l’interpretazione delle sequenze: un caso 
di studio dalla pendici settentrionali del Palatino, in: Guidobaldi F., 
Pavolini C., Pergola P. (eds.), Materiali residuali nello scavo archeologico, 
Roma, 89-104. 
Van de Weghe et al. 2007: Van de Weghe N., Docter R.F., De Maeyer P., 
Bechtold B., Ryckbosch K., The triangular model as an instrument for 
visualising and analysing residuality, Journal of Archaeological Science 
34,4, 649-655. 
Van Wijngaarden-Bakker L.H., Van Neer W., 2007, The Animal Remains from 
Carthage, Campaign 1993, in: Niemeyer et al. 2007, 841-849. 
Vasallo S., 1999, Himera, necropoli di Pestavecchia. Un primo bilancio sulle 
anfore da trasporto, Kokalos 45, 329-379. 
Vegas M., 1987, Karthago: Stratigraphische Untersuchungen 1985. Die Keramik 
aus der punischen Seetor-Straße, Mitteilungen des Deutschen 
Archäologischen Institut Römische Abteilung 94, 355-412. 
Vegas M., 1989, Archaische und mittelpunische Keramik aus Karthago. 
Grabungen 1987/88, Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Institut 
Römische Abteilung 96, 209-265. 
Vegas M., 1990, Archaische Töpferöfen in Karthago, Mitteilungen des Deutschen 
Archäologischen Institut Römische Abteilung 97, 33-56. 
Vegas M., 1999, Phöniko-punische Keramik aus Karthago, in: Rakob F. (ed.), Die 
deutschen Ausgrabungen in Karthago (Karthago III), Mainz a.R., 93-219. 
Von Hase F.-W., 1992, Der etruskische Bucchero aus Karthago. Ein Beitrag zu den 
frühen Handelsbeziehungen im westlichen Mittelmeergebiet (7.-6. 
Jahrhundert v.Chr.), Jahrbuch des Römisch-Germanischen 
Zentralmuseums Mainz 36, [1989], 327-410. 
Warner Slane K., 2003, Corinth’s Roman Pottery. Quantification and Meaning, in: 
in: Williams II C.K., Bookidis N. (eds.), Corinth, the Centenary 1896-1996 
(Corinth 20), Princeton,, 321-336. 
Zemer A., 1977, Storage Jars in Ancient Sea Trade, Haifa. 
Zimmermann Munn M.L., 2003, Corinthian Trade with the Punic West in the 
Classical Period, in: Williams II C.K., Bookidis N. (eds.), Corinth, the 
Centenary 1896-1996 (Corinth 20), Princeton, 195-217. 
 128 
Acknowledgements 
Babette Bechtold acknowledges the support by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF:  
P 25046-G19) in the framework of the project ‘Economic interactions between 
Punic and Greek settlements in the southern Central Mediterranean (late 7th – 4th 
century BCE): the evidence of the transport amphorae’.85 Joris Angenon is thanked 
for the preparation of the figures 2, 5j, 6 and 10b. We would like to thank the 
reviewers for their critique and suggestions, as well as Claudia Sagona for 
correcting the English. 
 
 
 
Prof. Dr. Roald F. Docter 
Department of Archaeology 
Ghent University 
Sint-Pietersnieuwstraat 35 
B-9000 Ghent – Belgium 
Roald.Docter@UGent.be 
 
Dr. Babette Bechtold 
Radegunderstraße 120d 
A-8045 Graz - Austria 
Babette_Bechtold@yahoo.com 
 
                                                 
85
 The parts on the Cypriote amphora and on the contexts have been written by RFD; BB has been 
responsible for the discussion on the amphora from the Iberian Peninsula. 
